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Abstract 
The research analyses the situation of Cultural Heritage Entrepreneurship (CHE) in SEE countries participating in Sagittarius 
Project (EU-7). A special attention is payed to the problem of CHE contribution to economic recovery and re launching 
sustainable development taking into considerations challenges and barriers related to: lack of financial sources; access to market 
and innovation; intellectual property rights; education and training. An intercountry comparison of CHE characteristics and at the 
EU-7 and EU-27 levels reveals a series of difficulties and shortcomings for the case of Sagittarius countries in the period 2009-
2012. 
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1. Main text  
Cultural heritage entrepreneurship occupies a central place in debates on unlocking the innovative, non-
technological potential of SEE area taking into consideration the diversity and rich culture of the countries’ history 
in the respective zone. The aim of the paper is to provide some important aspects regarding the obstacles faced by 
CHE, especially in the case of SME’s which represent the major part of entrepreneurship in this domain. A the same 
time we intent to present some transversal problems and recommendations related to possible ways the CHE could 
benefit from internal and EU market and the digital impact. In this context we are focusing on the importance of 
national and international factors playing the role of key determinants for strengthening of entrepreneurship such as: 
efficient access to funding; innovation challenges; market obstacles; intellectual property rights; training and 
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education; national and international cooperation. CH entrepreneurship represents an important component of 
cultural entrepreneurship which becomes an important factor contributing to countries GDP, labour force market 
development, to export and import of goods and services (WIPO, 2003). Although there is no consensus on CHE 
definition, the OECD EUROSTAT Entrepreneurship Indicator Project reveals six important areas for CHE 
efficiency and well functioning such as: 
 
• access to finance; 
• technology and R&D; 
• entrepreneurial capability; 
• market conditions; 
• regulatory framework; 
• entrepreneurial culture. 
 
CH entrepreneurs, with the particular case of SME, operate in specific market conditions, offer goods and 
services the nature of which is mainly cultural, content-driven and less commercially.  
CH entrepreneur brings to market goods and services, organises and runs cultural heritage in a commercial or not-
for-profit manner depending on the characteristics of cultural heritage (as an assets, cultural capital or as a pure 
public good). CHE tries to cope with the strategic objectives of cultural environmental, social, economic and 
entrepreneurship policies. 
CHE involves an important dimension spirit of creativity where the first priority could be considered cultural 
value and a second one the economic value or vice versa. In many cases, CHE prefer the economic motivation, 
exploitation over the cultural value. 
The large diversity of CH generates many types of direct and propagated effect on different time horizon. The 
major part of CH activities consists of small enterprises, micro SMEs 1-3 employees. The larger enterprises (more 
than 50 employees) are the most important part of the turnover (revenues) in the sector, although their share in the 
total number of CH enterprises is less than 1 per cent. This size characteristic of CH enterprises called “missing 
middle”* impose important differentiation for policy-makers especially for funding conditions of micro-enterprises 
facing difficulties to grow into medium-sized ones. Large scale enterprises have the advantage of effective 
infrastructure for development and research activities. Small-scale enterprises have higher dynamism, better 
flexibility and lower, risk-taking. Adaptation of a more flexible and dynamic attitude in response to market 
opportunities, in clustering with larger infrastructure, involving out sourcing.  
 
2. Cultural heritage entrepreneurship: main role, characteristics and significance 
Cultural heritage has a determinant role in the development of bilateral and multilateral cooperation between 
countries, and is a factor contributing to diminishing economic, social, scientific and environmental gaps between 
developed and developing countries. CH assets knowledge and entrepreneurship impose an in-depth research of its 
typology, volume, structure and evolution, effective methods of quality management strategies, including the 
institutional and legal framework, at national and international levels, as well as standard systems and benchmarking 
procedures. 
The main elements of CHE to be evaluated are: 
- importance for regeneration and  economic and social sustainable development, attaining efficiency at macro, 
micro, national, regional, European and international levels on short, medium and long terms; 
- the knowledge absorption capacity vis-à-vis the “state-of-the-art” level and interconnectivity with other 
economic, social and cultural domain in supporting innovation, competitiveness and good practices; 
- as a complex, social, economic, environmental and knowledge asset, CH requires specific approaches and 
 
 
*
 Medium – size enterprises are very few. 
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evaluation criteria based on public-private partnership which needs the maximisation of its positive externalities 
(marginal external benefits) on different time-horizon, at local, European and international levels. 
The cultural heritage significance is determined by the complexity and diversity of the existing form of cultural 
assets as well as of its characteristics as a public/private good or service. Usually, CH sources  represent a fourth 
type of capital called “cultural capital”, distinctly different from the other three forms of natural, physical and 
human capitals (Hutter M. Throsby D., 2008; Kaminski J., et al 2007; Klamer A., 1996). 
Cultural heritage assets are of national and international importance (relevance) depending on the magnitude of 
their cultural, aesthetic, social, scientific, economic, environmental values and characteristics as well as on the 
carrying capacity and generated positive externalities (spillovers). That is why CHE the national and international 
standards an practices acquire particular importance. 
Statement of CHE capital is determined by the mutual influences between culture value and economic value 
what involves special methods of their compatibility. CH assets are considered as a factor of economic growth, 
included in production function modelling contributing to welfare growth, quality of life improvement and 
diminution in regional and inter-countries discrepancies. 
In economics, the cultural creative industries represent a relatively autonomous branch with a consistent impact 
on GDP, employment value added and foreign trade (Zaman Gh., Vasile V., 2010). The contribution of CH sector to 
gross value added is not less than that of other important economic industries. 
By its communication missions, CHE has a high impact on people’s behaviour, education level and training, 
plays an important role in selecting publics target for each activity and specific forms and attracting audiences 
not only as a passive actors but as an active player the contribution of which is not negligible. 
CHE imposes a multisided analysis of the optimal level of its usability, relying on the equilibrium between 
marginal social costs and benefits on different time horizons. The clarification of CH property rights (Towse R., 
2002, 2011), in general and of intellectual property right (Baumol J.V., 2005) in particular, is of high importance 
in selecting the optimal alternative of investing in a CH project from several possible alternatives. The property 
problem is not yet solved in emergent market economies, a lot of CH assets being in a confused situation as far as 
the property right is concerned. This situation causes the deterioration or bad preservation/restoration of the cultural 
assets, is generating abuses and corrupt behaviours. 
CH Significance and interpretation. As unique and irreplaceable values, CH impose the preservation 
responsibility for each generation in the sense of maintenance and inclusion in the changing and evolving social and 
economic environment. 
CH can be considered as a complex set of goods and services including the following main groups: 
• tangible culture property (building, books, monuments, works  of art, artefacts, landscapes); 
• intangible and digital culture heritage (language and knowledge, folklore, oral history, traditions customs, 
aesthetic and spiritual beliefs etc) which are more difficult to preserve in comparison with physical cultural 
goods; 
• cultural natural heritage (countryside, natural environment, flora and fauna, bio and geo diversity, cultural 
landscape which is an important part of tourist industry). 
The Tilde’s principles of CH interpretation (Freeman Tilden, 1957), are referring to the following interrelated 
aspects: direct relationship between CH offers and visitors; interpretation is an art and provocation; differentiation of 
interpretation depending on the age education and perception levels of visitors, beneficiares. 
Starting from Tilden’s principles of interpretation, Larry Beck and Ted Cable published the book “Interpretation 
for 21 Century-Fifteen Guiding Principles for Interpreting Nature and Culture”(Beck L., Cable T., 2002), paying a 
special attention to the entrepreneurial dimension of CH. 
A large body of special literature is devoted to the issues of CHE significance and interpretation (Ham S., 2009; 
Brochu L., Tim M. 2010; Howard P., 1944; Fort C., Wilkinson A., 2006)*. 
Successful CHE depends on several offer and demand factors related to: 
- characteristics of CH goods and services (physical or digital) and their cultural, aesthetic and authentic values; 
 
 
*
 Essential Reading for Interpreters, 2012, Association for Heritage Interpretation. 
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- income level of (population) users, education, professional interest, capacity of intellectual and spiritual 
perception; 
- economic, environmental and social values of cultural heritage (Choi A.S. et al., 2009); 
- pricing policies, fees and other kinds of expenditure (transport accommodating) services; 
- the mental, emotional and spiritual impact on visitors (tourists) as well as the generated social prestige and 
satisfaction, including alleviation of social exclusion (Belfiore E., 2002). 
CHE has to be connect to strategic objectives and policy mix implemented by public authorities and private 
entities for good conservation, maintenance and affordability for cultural goods consumption by the population, as 
well as of their integration into the current environmental landscapes in a productive, educational and efficient 
manner. 
The population accessibility of CH products and services is a fundamental factor for maintaining communities’ 
identity, legacy and possibilities of national and international contacts, in the context of good practices and 
sustainable strategic management. 
A high responsibility belongs to the public sector as the most important custodian of CH assets, interested in 
the respect of local, regional and national cultural features and the appropriation of cultural values by the population. 
A key factor for the promotion of CH is the access to knowledge and education, oriented to improving the 
awareness and ethics of CH care, capacity building and professional training programs, establishment of appropriate 
levels of training in accordance with different categories of stakeholders or beneficiaries. 
The CH product accessibility depends to an important extent on the character and typology of the respective 
product from the entrepreneurial viewpoint. The existing literature distinguishes several types categories of CHE 
(Santana; Nelson; Oliveira F., 2011; Smith A., 1967). 
One of the most useful CHE classification is that which differentiates between a) profit-making, b) non-for-profit 
entrepreneurship and c) a socially-oriented hybrid formula of the first two types. 
In the case of not-for-profit CHE the product accessibility as a rule is relatively larger. Economic-oriented 
hybrid CHE is aiming at profit-making in the framework of different schemes of public-private partnerships. 
The main scope of socially-oriented hybrid CHE is the increase of social education and wellbeing of population 
which in turn generates several vertically and horizontally positive propagated effects at micro, mezzo and macro 
levels. 
The percentage proportion of distribution between the three types of CHE across countries is rather different as it 
results from the following examples: 
• USA: 45% (a); 28% (b); 28% (c); 
• Italy: 24% (a); 55% (b); 21% (c); 
• China: 18% (a); 67% (b); 15% (c). 
In China and Russia (72,7%) economic – oriented hybrid CHE represents the majoritary share of total categories 
of CHE. 
A larger cultural product accessibility at national and international levels contributes to social cohesion and 
inclusiveness and a better understanding of the relationship between experience and its lessons to be learnt for the 
present and future sustainable development of our society (World Bank, 2009; Rauniyar R., Kanbur R., 2010; 
Pagiola S., 1996; Ianchovichina E., Lundstrom S., 2009). 
Value of culture occupies an important place in the scientific and practical debates dedicated to the CHE role in 
society and economy. We mention the place of the differentiation between three types of CH values: cultural, 
economic and social. 
2.1. CHE multi-criteria approaches 
 
Main forms of existence of CH are related to nature, landscape, monuments, artifacts, traditional cultural 
activities, people (Howard P., 1944) and involved a diversity of stakeholders (owners, insiders, visitors, governments 
academics etc.). 
The diversity and complexity of CHE impose multi-criterial approaches in evaluating its efficient functioning and 
performances (Hutter M., Throsby D., 2008). 
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The validation of selected criteria and/or indicators for the CH entrepreneurship assessment has to be based on the 
cooperation between experts, specialists, academics and practitioners from different/complementary fields 
depending on the specifics of each CH domain. 
The most used entrepreneurship valuation approach is based on result-oriented criteria which have to take into 
consideration several requirements for metrics of CH sources such as feasibility, validity, soundness, comparability 
and ability to steer change. 
The validation of selected criteria/indicators has to be limited to a relatively reasonable number of not more than 
10-15 key performance criteria relying on a set of specific indicators. 
Criteria and adjacent indicators must be an important tool for managing the quality and success of CHE at local, 
national and international levels, permanently having on minded that to manage means first of all evaluation, 
assessment and measurement as accurate and rigorous as possible. 
The relationship between quantitative and qualitative criteria, in the evaluation process of CH entrepreneurship, 
seems to give preference to that decision making which better handles qualitative information in a more complex and 
comprehensive way (Nijkamp, P. et al., 2011, p.7). The qualitative multi-criteria analysis classifies aggregates and 
researches ways and scenarios by explicitly formulated principles and criteria which do not have to be reflected in a 
single quantitative unit. The qualitative nature of CH implies at the same time a lot of qualitative, economic, social 
and cultural significances and values distributed objectively and/or subjectively in a rank order, not using 
quantitative economic information. 
The numerous domains, specialists, stakeholders and institutions involved in CH componence is an argument in 
favour of multi-criteria analysis, not neglecting, the relevance of quantitative and monetary valuation process as a 
complementary approach, in the particular case of arguments in favour of CH entrepreneurial initiatives and 
programs. 
The Sagittarius’ outputs and results at national and transnational levels offer and develop a validated set of 
multidisciplinary criteria to high transferability degree, capable to measure the success factors and support the 
decision making in the planning and production stages. The Entrepreneurial assessment sets of Sagittarius PPs help 
identify evaluation objectives, select and apply techniques improving performance targets, reveal socio-economic 
needs and their meeting at an optimal level taking into consideration the interdependency of CH entrepreneurship 
from the standpoint of analyses level, forms of existence and stakeholders. 
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3. Challenges of CHE with respect to sustainable development and recovery from crisis 
The main criteria (indicators) we have to take into consideration in analyzing the CHE challenges were: 
Criterion 1. Subject matter and assets knowledge: 
Cultural heritage (CH) as multi-dimensional, multi-value, and multi-attribute economic good Mazzanti M., 2002; 
Baumol J.W., Bower G.W., 1966); 
International, national and regional importance; 
The share of CH assets relevant for private and public property, identification of national prestige (pride) and 
international inclusiveness; 
Differentiated capacity of generating cultural, social, economic, aesthetic values (positive externalities, spillovers) 
Criterion 2. Assets significance, interpretation: 
Basic to nets of authenticity and originalities; 
Use value and non-use value; aesthetic value; social value; economic value; environmental value; 
Communicative mission; 
Identification of interpretative variables that could be used in the future. 
Criterion 3. Accessibility to products and services: 
Economic and financial accessibility (fees, tariffs, taxes, pricing policies); social, mental, emotional access; 
Physical and intellectual accessibility; 
Digital/internet access, other type of information technology. 
Criterion 4. Social values: 
Number of beneficiaries by skills and economic and social sectors; social values stemming from global to local 
and group significance; 
Capabilities and ways to transmit the past CH to present and future generation; educational message and R&D 
boosting. 
Criterion 5. Entrepreneurial and management objectives (Pereira R.A., Ron Van Oers 2011, 2012): 
Setting the List of very important CH assets, deserving maintenance irrespective the cost size; identification, 
interpretation, preservation, restoring, rehabilitation, reconstruction, maintenance and developing; cost and risks 
minimization for tangible and intangible CH resources; 
Priority setting for masterpieces and CH in danger representative list of intangible cultural heritage of humanity; 
optimal relationship between economic and non-economic value of CH resources (cost-benefit analysis, 
maximization of investment in CH resources); 
Specific objectives for public and private, tangible and intangible CH assets, the role of experts and stakeholders; 
cultural diversity and creative expression; 
Economic, social, environmental sustainability of CH entrepreneurship; the role of research, scholarship, teaching 
and curriculum development; success factors (Knudson D., et al., 2003). 
Criterion 6. Inclusiveness: 
Determination of different beneficiary target publics and group representation by socio-professional categories, 
age, gender, ethnic groups etc.; 
Local, national and international CH planning actions and activities with bi and multilateral involvement; 
Inclusiveness capacity of different categories of CH goods and services (Belfiore E., 2002; Ianchovichina E., 
Lundstrom S., 2009). 
Criterion 7. Audiences: 
Tools for high transferable knowledge accessible to a high range of multilevel audiences; 
Selected target groups and audience diversification; 
Present and future CH attractively for different social categories; 
Audience proactive, involved parties; transnational and international audiences. 
Criterion 8. Media choice 
Selecting appropriate media per target groups; means of promotion common heritage and diversity; 
Types of social media assisting heritage entrepreneurship; 
Use of pervasive and social media for producers and consumers of CH sector; smart City usability and 
opportunities. 
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Criterion 9. Intellectual Property Rights (IPRs) copyright laws:  
Protection of CH assets by legal frameworks of IPRs at national and international levels – strong and weak 
aspects; updating IPRs in accordance with the dynamic and evolving character of CH sector; 
Intangible CH knowledge and economic value of copyright; economic and social aspects of counterfeit and 
trademarks infringement. 
Criterion 10. Contribution to local development: 
Tendency of CH consumption; cultural tourism contribution (Papathanasiou-Zuhrt,D., 2008, 2012,2013) to value 
added and employment; 
Local strategy of sustainable CH development based on interdependent approach of economic, social and 
environmental pillars; 
Increasing contribution of entrepreneurial education and R&D activities in CH domains. 
The above-presented criteria of CH challenges are based both on qualitative and quantitative indicators and 
measurements. In the vision strategic approaches and action plans. Ch entrepreneurs have to assess which are the 
proportions of both types of indicators (qualitative/quantitative) within each criterion in order to meet the three 
pillars of sustainable development requirements. That means an optimal combination between economic efficiency, 
social equity, cohesion and inclusiveness and eco-efficiency. 
 
4. Difficulties and factors of CHE functioning 
 
We try to establish decreasing ranks of impact intensity for each category of CHE factors. The most percentage 
share of most influential factor has been taken as being equal to 1. The other factors percentage share has been 
reported to the most influential factor share, obtaining the rank size of their impact less than one: 
• The effect of the recent crisis on SMEs turnover were: strong decrease in turnover -10% up to -5% (1,00); stable 
turnover -2,5% up to +2,5% (0,44), decrease in turnover -5% up to -2,5% (0,42), don’t know (0,32); strong 
increase in turnover +5% up to +10% (0,16) increase in turnover (+2,5 up to +5,0% (0,16). At the same time, 
the crisis has reduced the number of employees and the sector contribution to the total volume of free currency 
receits. 
• The most important CC SMEs financing source were the following: self-financing (1,00); public grants (0,37); 
bank loan (0,20); private grants (0,09); risk capital (0,02); venture capital (0,02); donation; seed financing 
(0,009); stock markets (0,008). From the total number of enterprises, a proportion of 78% are profits making 
organization. Their major parts (56%) are mainly based on their own financial sources as against 20% which 
were the beneficiary of public grants. 
One major shortcoming of SMEs consists in the fact that 22% of total number have no financial and economic 
planning, 53% have one year forecasts and 4% mid-term 5 year programmes. 
• The main constraints for SMEs funding access are the following: risk aversion from banks (1,0); difficulties in 
getting grants (0,91); time consuming procedures for public financial support (0,87); no bank loan guarantee 
(0,84); public fend shortage (0,75); other (0,70); high interest rates (0,57); time spent before approval of 
financial support (0,51); no time to apply for grants/incentives (0,34). The constraints in getting financial 
sources for SMEs are mainly explained by the predominance of intangible assets the economic value of which is 
not recognized by the banks. 
• In the phases for supporting network and clusters towards entrepreneurship, the advice and support were obtain, 
in order of decreasing importance, through: personal networks (1), sectoral organizations and association (0,25) 
at the regional (0,25); municipal (0,21); national (0,16); European (0,07) levels.  
• The cooperation of CH SMEs with other enterprises in different sectors is depicted as the percentage magnitude 
in the total answers in the following manner: sometimes (1,00); often (0,60); always (0,25); not yet (0,10); never 
(0,06). 
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Table 1. Cooperation of entrepreneurs with other entrepreneurs from the same sector of different sectors 
 
 Cooperation in the same sector Cooperation in different sector 
Sometimes 1,00 1,00 
Often 0,75 0,60 
Always 0,29 0,25 
Not yet 0,11 0,10 
Never 0,08 0,06 
 
 
•  The need in stimulate partnership between CH SMEs public institution, and private sector at different 
levels has the following structure: regional (1,00); European (0,85); national (0,81); local/city level (0,52); sectoral 
associations (0,26); other (0,15). 
• Need for further stimulations in innovation for CH SMEs – Preferred levels: national level (1,00); 
European level (0,89); regional level (0,79); sectoral/organizational/association level (0,28); local/city level (0,24); 
other (0,09). 
• Most important phase for innovation support: build up (1,00); start-up (0,65); build out (0,59); 
purposing the ground (0,27); connecting (0,18). 
• Most important measures for the promotion of innovation: public-private partnership (joint research 
(1,00); open competition (0,55); promotion of the specific technology infrastructure (0,51); promoting market – led 
initiative (0,48); public procurement of research and innovation (0,44); easier access to standardization of innovation 
(0,41); other (0,22). 
• Ways to acquire knowledge about research and innovative initiatives: the internet (1,00); professional 
network (0,87); personal network (0,85); research and innovation (0,55); customers (0,25); employees (0,22). 
• Most relevant sources of knowledge: individual knowledge sharing (1,00), from cooperation with sector 
associations (0,71); cooperation with university/research institute (0,62); from cooperation with private sector (0,41); 
cooperation with the public administration (0,29); international colloquiums (0,25). 
• Levels for supporting new market opportunities for entrepreneurs: national level (1,00); regional 
level (0,75); European level (0,59); local/city level (0,42); international level (0,15); other (0,03). 
• The most important regulatory issues faces by SMEs: tax regulation (1,00); intellectual property 
regulation (0,72); labour regulation (0,58); social welfare regulation (0,51); other (0,27); business start-up regulation 
(0,24); antitrust law (0,13). 
• The most commonly used instruments for the protection of CH goods and services: copyright (1,00); 
confidentiality (0,70); open access licensing (0,43); trademarks (0,38); registration design (0,38); patent (0,23); other 
(0,23). 
• Need for IPR advice during of the business life cycle: preparing the ground (1,00); start-up (0,80); 
build-up (0,45); build-out (0,15); connecting (0,05). 
• The most important business-related challenge when starting the company: lack of finance (1,00); 
limited knowledge on running a business (0,53); high competitive burden (0,18); lack of social security schemes for 
CCI (0,15); cost of intellectual property rights (0,03). 
• Education and training as an often preferred instrument to foster a culture of entrepreneurship: 
disagree (1,00); agree (0,43); strongly disagree (0,43); don’t know (0,04); strongly disagree (0,04). 
• Ways of acquiring entrepreneurial skill: basic training in project coordination, team building and peer-
to-peer networking (1,00); vocational training in product and services development (0,94); advance training in 
management (0,79); private business courses (0,76); basic training in financial and business modelling; centres that 
support training programs at the regional level (0,29); entrepreneurship training programs at national level (0,25); the 
local/municipal level (0,16). 
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• Most useful support for acquiring entrepreneurial practices in the start-up phase: on site experience 
or internship (1,00); grad/post-grad entrepreneurial training (0,41); basic training in financial modelling (0,38); basic 
training in project coordination (0,29); vocational training (0,23); the internet and on line media (0,21); national 
entrepreneurship training (0,18); other (0,15); local training (0,06); regional entrepreneurship training (0,03). 
• Phases of the life cycle in which programs for improving skill are most useful: supposing ground 
(0,53); start-up (1,00); build-up (0,81); build-out (0,21); connecting (0,13). 
• Phases of the life cycle in which. Life Long Learning (LLL) programs are most useful: start-up (1,00); 
build-up (0,83); preparing the ground (0,54); build-out (0,19); connecting (0,13). 
• The levels LLL are most useful for the company: European (1,00); national (0,93); regional (0,75); 
sectoral association level (0,50); local/city (0,25); other (0,14). 
• Aim of organization when innovating: to gain efficiency in the production of goods and services (1,00); 
to match users demand (0,83); for aesthetical artistic reasons (0,57); for social improvement (0,20); do not innovate 
yet (0,14); other (0,11). 
• The most important challenges in innovation faced by the enterprises: integration of expertise in 
product development (1,00); understanding emerging lifestyles (0,96); role of customer/user (0,96); integration of 
style and technology (0,52); other (0,22); integration of logistic analysis (0,18). 
 
  
5. CHE difficulties in countries participating in Sagittarius Project 
 
The Green Paper of published in 2013 by “European Commission on Entrepreneurship in Europe” is focused on 
two particular aspects related to causes of reduced number of European setting up their own business and of the slow 
pace of business growth in Europe. 
Recently Europe 2020 Strategy considers self-employment and entrepreneurship as one of the most important 
factors strengthening smart, sustainable and inclusive economic and social development. 
A special attention is paid by EC to encouraging unemployed persons to start a business, to improving the quality 
and efficiency of work of self-employed business, to supporting male and female entrepreneurship through EU 
financial instrument (like European Social Fund). 
Entrepreneurship is generating economic, cultural and social benefits, is a driving force for increasing 
employment, rising competitiveness and consolidating sustainable economic growth. 
The decision to start-up a business in the field of CH activities is under the impact of numerous factors such as: a 
suitable market; financial obstacles; need to acquire new skills; difficulties due to real tape when starting a business. 
The EU policy aiming at encouraging entrepreneurship and unlocking the growth potential of people and business 
has an important support of elaborated studies in the framework of European Commission’s Directorate General 
“Enterprise and Industries” and “Culture”. In this sense, we mention a series of surveys such as Flash Eurobarometer 
No.354 “Entrepreneurship in the EU and beyond 27 EU member countries and 13 non member countries. 
We use the statistical database of the above mention survey carried out in 2012 by TNS Opinion &Social 
Network (over 42.000 respondents from different social and demographic groups). 
The Eurobarometer survey contains data for years Dec.2009 and August 2012 offering us the possibility to study 
the main characteristics and problems of CH entrepreneurship (CHE), during the recent economic and financial 
crisis for the majority of countries participating in Sagittarius Project (Bulgaria, Croatia, Greece, Hungary, Italy, 
Romania, Slovenia). 
A first important aspects resulting from our analysis regards self-employment vs. employee status. In the period 
2009-2012 the share of respondents who preferred the employee status has increased from 49% to 58% for EU-27, 
respectively from 39% to 40% in Bulgaria, from 52% to 55% in Hungary, from 41% to 47% in Romania. 
In these country it was registered a tendency of decline in preferences to be a self-employed (entrepreneurs). 
Motivations of preferences for employees usually were: sure wages; a limited program of work per day; time 
availability for complementary incomes etc. 
There were another group of countries especially those strongly affected by the economic crisis where the 
increase in preferences for self-employed was evident in the analysed period. They considered that entrepreneurship 
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development could contribute to exist from the crisis and re launch the sustainable growth. 
 
Table 2.  Feasibility to become a self-employed within the next five years (2012-2017) % 
 Total feasible 
 
 Total “not feasible” 
June 2012 Dec.2009 2009-
2012 
June 2012 Dec.2009 2009-
2012 
EU 27 30 29  67 67  
Bulgaria 36 51 -15 59 49 -10 
Croatia 18 36 -1 80 89 +9 
Greece 30 31 +1 68 69 -1 
Italy 27 28 +1 68 72 +4 
Hungary 22 25 +3 76 73 -3 
Romania 31 34 +3 67 67 0.0 
Slovenia 33 34 +1 65 63 -21 
Source: Entrepreneurship in the EU and beyond Flash Eurobarometer 354, 2012. 
 
Persons who are not self-employed consider as feasible to become self-employed within in the next five years and 
67% in 2012 consider it would not be desirable. 
In feasibility to become a self-employed within the next five years for all analysed countries as a percentage of 
respondents in their total number was lower in comparison with “non feasibility”. This high proportion of “not 
feasible” could be explained by the negative impact of crisis on medium term. Men are more inclined than women to 
consider self-employment as a feasible solution. Higher educated persons are more interested to become a self-
employer as compared with relatively low educated ones. 
 
Table 3. Main barriers (obstacles) to be self-employed in the next 5 years (2012-2017). Percentage share (%) of each barrier in the total number of answer 
 
Country Lack of 
financial 
resources 
Not favorable 
economic 
climate 
Not enough 
skills 
Lack of 
business ideas 
Difficult to 
meet family 
commitments 
Risk of 
failure and its 
consequences 
Bureaucratic 
barriers and 
red tape, 
administrative 
burden 
2009 2012 2009 2012 2009 2012 2009 2012 2009 2012 2009 2012 2009 2012 
EU-27 19 21 72 12 9 8 6 7 4 6 4 5 5 4 
Bulgaria 8 29 15 15 2 9 1 4 2 5 1 3 6 5 
Croatia 4 25 25 19 8 8 1 6 10 6 1 4 7 6 
Greece 36 26 49 33 13 7 5 3 14 10 4 5 5 3 
Hungary 45 49 1 18 0 9 1 5 1 5 1 5 1 3 
Italy 11 17 15 14 5 4 8 7 6 9 6 6 9 6 
Romania 34 48 1 7 7 7 1 3 6 5 1 2 6 6 
Slovenia 15 16 15 11 2 6 13 11 5 4 6 4 8 5 
EU-7 
average 
22 30 17 17 4 7 4 6 6 6 3 5 6 5 
EU-7 
highest 
level 45 49 49 33 13 9 13 11 14 10 6 9 9 6 
EU-7 
lowest 
level 4 16 1 7 0 4 1 3 1 4 1 2 1 3 
Difference 
between 
highest-
lowest 41 33 48 26 13 5 12 8 13 6 5 7 8 3 
Source: own calculation based of primary data from Entrepreneurship in the EU and beyond Flash Eurobarometer 354. 
Data from the Table 3 offer the possibility to draw some important conclusion regarding the ranking of negative 
factors of CHE entrepreneurship. In this respect we mention the following aspects: 
• as a rule EU-7 average level is much higher as composed with EU-27 average for all considered barriers to 
entrepreneurship this being caused by the heavier difficulties encountered by Sagittarius countries; 
• lack of financial resources represent the main punctual factor hampering the entrepreneurship because CH SMEs 
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which on the majority are not accepted by the bank to receive credits without solid guarantees (collaterals); 
• the non favourable economic climate occupies the second position among negative factors of entrepreneurship, 
although in the period 2009-2012 we notice a decreasing tendency in its evolution; 
• not enough skills and lack of business ideas occupy the next two position with a higher percentage share for 
Sagittarius Countries (9% respectively 13% in 2012) as compared with the average level of EU-27 (8% respectively 
7%). 
The highest proportion (57%-35%) is registered by other factors what is explained by the “complexity of 
influence factors that could not be presented in more desegregated form; 
 
Table 4.  Entrepreneur’s situation in June 2012 -%- 
 Indicators 
 1.Former 
entrepreneur that 
closed transferred 
or closed the 
business 
2.Starting or taking 
over a business 
more than 3 years 
which is still 
operating 
3.Taking steps to 
start-up a new 
business 
4.Former 
entrepreneur with 
failed business 
5.Starting or taking 
over a business in 
the last three years 
which is still 
operating to date 
EU 27 average 
percent level 
31 26 16 12 11 
Bulgaria 16 18 9 40 12 
Croatia 15 18 32 13 11 
Greece 35 34 6 14 8 
Hungary 35 24 12 17 7 
Italy 34 26 15 6 12 
Romania 23 14 25 22 14 
Slovenia 26 26 14 9 18 
EU 7 average percent  26 19 15 12 12 
Highest EU – 7 
percent level 
35 34 32 22 18 
Lowest EU – 7 
percent level 
15 14 9 9 7 
Difference between 
highest and lowest 
levels 
20 20 23 13 11 
Source: own calculation based on Entrepreneurship Report no.359. 
 
A comparison between CHE in EU-7 and EU-27 average reveals an unfavourable situation of entrepreneurship in 
Sagittarius countries, for the indicators 1, 3, 5 in table 3, and a favourable one for indicator 2, indicator 4 being equal 
for EU-7 and EU-27. A comparison between EU-7 average and EU-27 average shows for Sagittarius countries a 
better situation in the case of indicators 2, 3 and 5 and unfavourable position for indicators 1 and 4. 
 
6. Some concluding remarks 
 
The paper offer an analytical presentation of challenges and difficulties encountered by CHE in the Sagittarius 
Project countries focusing on aspects related to crisis impact and sustainable development. 
A special attention is payed to the main characteristics and key drivers to strengthen entrepreneurship of cultural 
heritage in SEE from the viewpoints of: access to finance and market; innovation, knowledge and intellectual 
property right; education and training networking and international cooperation. 
The paper try to highlight the intensity of each analysed factor of negative influence in order to set up priorities 
for complex and coordinated CHE strategies aiming at recovering from crisis and relaunching sustainable 
development. 
The complexity and diversity of cultural heritage in analysed SEE countries need an effective implementation of 
corroborated strategies at local, regional, national and European levels for each category of cultural heritage assets 
based on a better use of domestic and external source of funding. 
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